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Clause 9 of the Russian Marxists' Programme, which deals with the right of nations
to self-determination, has (as we have already pointed out in Prosveshcheniye)
given rise lately to a crusade on the part of the opportunists. The Russian liquidator
Semkovsky, in the St. Petersburg liquidationist newspaper, and the Bundist Liebman
and the Ukrainian nationalist-socialist Yurkevich in their respective periodicals have
violently attacked this clause and treated it with supreme contempt. There is no
doubt that this campaign of a motley array of opportunists against our Marxist
Programme is closely connected with present-day nationalist vacillations in general.
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Hence we consider a detailed examination of this question timely. We would
mention, in passing, that none of the opportunists named above has offered a
single argument of his own; they all merely repeat what Rosa Luxemburg said in her
lengthy Polish article of 1908-09, "The National Question and Autonomy". In our
exposition we shall deal mainly with the "original" arguments of this last-named
author.

1. What Is Meant By The Self-Determination Of Nations?

Naturally, this is the first question that arises when any attempt is made at a
Marxist examination of what is known as self-determination. What should be
understood by that term? Should the answer be sought in legal definitions deduced
from all sorts of "general concepts"” of law? Or is it rather to be soughtin a
historico-economic study of the national movements?

It is not surprising that the Semkovskys, Liebmans and Yurkeviches did not even
think of raising this question, and shrugged it off by scoffing at the "obscurity" of
the Marxist Programme, apparently unaware, in their simplicity, that the self-
determination of nations is dealt with not only in the Russian [Social-Democratic]
Programme of 1903, but in the resolution of the London International Congress of
1896 (with which | shall deal in detail in the proper place). Far more surprising is the
fact that Rosa Luxemburg, who declaims a great deal about the supposedly abstract
and metaphysical nature of the clause in question, should herself succumb to the
sin of abstraction and metaphysics. It is Rosa Luxemburg herself who is continually
lapsing into generalities about self-determination (to the extent even of
philosophising amusingly on the question of how the will of the nation is to be
ascertained), without any where clearly and precisely asking herself whether the
gist of the matter lies in legal definitions or in the experience of the national
movements throughout the world.

A precise formulation of this question, which no Marxist can avoid, would at once
destroy nine-tenths of Rosa Luxemburg's arguments. This is not the first time that
national movements have arisen in Russia, nor are they peculiar to that country
alone. Throughout the world, the period of the final victory of capitalism over
feudalism has been linked up with national movements. For the complete victory of
commodity production, the bourgeoisie must capture the home market, and there
must be politically united territories whose population speak a single language, with
all obstacles to the development of that language and to its consolidation in
literature eliminated. Therein is the economic foundation of national movements.
Language is the most important means of human intercourse. Unity and unimpeded
development of language are the most important conditions for genuinely free and
extensive commerce on a scale commensurate with modern capitalism, for a free
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and broad grouping of the population in all its various classes and, lastly, for the
establishment of a close connection between the market and each and every
proprietor, big or little, and between seller and buyer.

Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is towards the formation of
national states, under which these requirements of modern capitalism are best
satisfied. The most profound economic factors drive towards this goal, and,
therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, nay, for the entire civilised world, the
national state is typical and normal for the capitalist period.

Consequently, if we want to grasp the meaning of self-determination of nations, not
by juggling with legal definitions, or "inventing" abstract definitions, but by
examining the historico-economic conditions of the national movements, we must
inevitably reach the conclusion that the self-determination of nations means the
political separation of these nations from alien national bodies, and the formation
of an independent national state.

Later on we shall see still other reasons why it would be wrong to interpret the right
to self-determination as meaning anything but the right to existence as a separate
state. At present, we must deal with Rosa Luxemburg's efforts to "dismiss" the
inescapable conclusion that profound economic factors underlie the urge-towards a
national state.

Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky's pamphlet Nationality and
Internationality. (Supplement to Die Neue Zeit No. 1, 1907-08; Russian translation in
the journal Nauchnaya Mysl, Riga, 1908.) She is aware that, after carefully analysing
the question of the national state in §4 of that pamphlet, Kautsky arrived at the
conclusion that Otto Bauer "underestimates the strength of the urge towards a
national state" (p. 23 of the pamphlet). Rosa Luxemburg herself quotes the
following words of Kautsky's: "The national state is the form most suited to present-
day conditions, [i.e., capitalist, civilised, economically progressive conditions, as
distinguished from medieval, pre-capitalist, etc.]; it is the form in which the state
can best fulfil its tasks" (i.e., the tasks of securing the freest, widest and speediest
development of capitalism). To this we must add Kautsky's still more precise
concluding remark that states of mixed national composition (known as multi-
national states, as distinct from national states) are "always those whose internal
constitution has for some reason or other remained abnormal or underdeveloped"
(backward). Needless to say, Kautsky speaks of abnormality exclusively in the sense
of lack of conformity with what is best adapted to the requirements of a developing
capitalism.

The question now is: How did Rosa Luxemburg treat these historico-economic
conclusions of Kautsky's? Are they right or wrong? Is Kautsky right in his historico-
economic theory, or is Bauer, whose theory is basically psychological? What is the
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connection between Bauer's undoubted "national opportunism", his defence of
cultural-national autonomy, his nationalistic infatuation ("an occasional emphasis
on the national aspect”, as Kautsky put it), his "enormous exaggeration of the
national aspect and complete neglect of the international aspect" (Kautsky) — and
his underestimation of the strength of the urge to create a national state?

Rosa Luxemburg has not even raised this question. She has not noticed the
connection. She has not considered the sum total of Bauer's theoretical views. She
has not even drawn a line between the historico-economic and the psychological
theories of the national question. She confines herself to the following remarks in
criticism of Kautsky:

"This 'best' national state is only an abstraction, which can easily be developed and
defended theoretically, but which does not correspond to reality." (Przeglad
Socjaldemokratyczny, 1908, No. 6, p. 499.)

And in corroboration of this emphatic statement there follow arguments to the
effect that the "right to self-determination" of small nations is made illusory by the
development of the great capitalist powers and by imperialism. "Can one seriously
speak," Rosa Luxemburg exclaims, "about the 'self-determination’ of the formally
independent Montenegrins, Bulgarians, Rumanians, Serbs, Greeks, partly even the
Swiss, whose independence is itself a result of the political struggle and the
diplomatic game of the 'concert of Europe'?!" (P. 500.) The state that best suits
these conditions is "not a national state, as Kautsky believes, but a predatory one".
Some dozens of figures are quoted relating to the size of British, French and other
colonial possessions.

After reading such arguments, one cannot help marvelling at the author's ability to
misunderstand the how and the why of things. To teach Kautsky, with a serious
mien, that small states are economically dependent on big ones, that a struggle is
raging among the bourgeois states for the predatory suppression of other nations,
and that imperialism and colonies exist — all this is a ridiculous and puerile attempt
to be clever, for none of this has the slightest bearing on the subject. Not only small
states, but even Russia, for example, is entirely dependent, economically, on the
power of the imperialist finance capital of the "rich" bourgeois countries. Not only
the miniature Balkan states, but even nineteenth-century America was,
economically, a colony of Europe, as Marx pointed out in Capital. Kautsky, like any
Marxist, is, of course, well aware of this, but that has nothing whatever to do with
the question of national movements and the national state.

For the question of the political self-determination of nations and their
independence as states in bourgeois society, Rosa Luxemburg has substituted the
question of their economic independence. This is just as intelligent as if someone, in
discussing the programmatic demand for the supremacy of parliament, i. e., the
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assembly of people's representatives, in a bourgeois state, were to expound the
perfectly correct conviction that big capital dominates in a bourgeois country,
whatever the regime in it.

There is no doubt that the greater part of Asia, the most densely populated
continent, consists either of colonies of the "Great Powers", or of states that are
extremely dependent and oppressed as nations. But does this commonly known
circumstance in any way shake the undoubted fact that in Asia itself the conditions
for the most complete development of commodity production and the freest,
widest and speediest growth of capitalism have been created only in Japan, i.e.,
only in an independent national state? The latter is a bourgeois state, and for that
reason has itself begun to oppress other nations and to enslave colonies. We cannot
say whether Asia will have had time to develop into a system of independent
national states, like Europe, before the collapse of capitalism, but it remains an
undisputed fact that capitalism, having awakened Asia, has called forth national
movements everywhere in that continent, too; that the tendency of these
movements is towards the creation of national states in Asia; that it is such states
that ensure the best conditions for the development of capitalism. The example of
Asia speaks in favour of Kautsky and against Rosa Luxemburg.

The example of the Balkan states likewise contradicts her, for anyone can now see
that the best conditions for the development of capitalism in the Balkans are
created precisely in proportion to the creation of independent national states in
that peninsula.

Therefore, Rosa Luxemburg notwithstanding, the example of the whole of
progressive and civilised mankind, the example of the Balkans and that of Asia
prove that Kautsky's proposition is absolutely correct: the national state is the rule
and the "norm" of capitalism; the multi-national state represents backwardness, or
is an exception. From the standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for
the development of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by the national state. This
does not mean, of course, that such a state, which is based on bourgeois relations
can eliminate the exploitation and oppression of nations. It only means that
Marxists cannot lose sight of the powerful economic factors that give rise to the
urge to create national states. It means that "self-determination of nations" in the
Marxists' Programme cannot, from a historico-economic point of view, have any
other meaning than political self-determination, state independence, and the
formation of a national state.

The conditions under which the bourgeois-democratic demand for a "national
state" should be supported from a Marxist, i.e., class-proletarian, point of view will
be dealt with in detail below. For the present, we shall confine ourselves to the
definition of the concept of "self-determination"”, and only note that Rosa
Luxemburg knows what this concept means ("national state"), whereas her
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opportunist partisans, the Liebmans, the Semkovskys, the Yurkeviches, do not even
know that!

2. The Historically Concrete Presentation Of The Question

The categorical requirement of Marxist theory investigating any social question is
that it be examined within definite historical limits, and, if it refers to a particular
country (e.g., the national programme for a given country), that account be taken of
the specific features distinguishing that country from others in the same historical
epoch.

What does this categorical requirement of Marxism imply in its application to the
guestion under discussion?

First of all, it implies that a clear distinction must be drawn between the two
periods of capitalism, which differ radically from each other as far as the national
movement is concerned. On the one hand, there is the period of the collapse of
feudalism and absolutism, the period of the formation of the bourgeois-democratic
society and state, when the national movements for the first time become mass
movements and in one way or another draw all classes of the population into
politics through the press, participation in representative institutions, etc. On the
other hand, there is the period of fully formed capitalist states with a long-
established constitutional regime and a highly developed antagonism between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie — a period that may be called the eve of
capitalism's downfall.

The typical features of the first period are: the awakening of national movements
and the drawing of the peasants, the most numerous and the most sluggish section
of the population, into these movements, in connection with the struggle for
political liberty in general, and for the rights of the nation in particular. Typical
features of the second period are: the absence of mass bourgeois-democratic
movements and the fact that developed capitalism, in bringing closer together
nations that have already been fully drawn into commercial intercourse, and
causing them to intermingle to an increasing degree, brings the antagonism
between internationally united capital and the international working-class
movement into the forefront.

Of course, the two periods are not walled off from each other; they are connected
by numerous transitional links, the various countries differing from each other in
the rapidity of their national development, in the national makeup and distribution
of their population, and so on. There can be no question of the Marxists of any
country drawing up their national programme without taking into account all these
general historical and concrete state conditions.
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It is here that we come up against the weakest point in Rosa Luxemburg's
arguments. With extraordinary zeal she embellishes her article with a collection of
hard words directed against §9 of our Programme, which she declares to be
"sweeping", "a platitude", "a metaphysical phrase", and so on without end. It would
be natural to expect an author who so admirably condemns metaphysics (in the
Marxist sense, i.e., anti-dialectics) and empty abstractions to set us an example of
how to make a concrete historical analysis of the question. The question at issue is
the national programme of the Marxists of a definite country — Russia in a definite
period — the beginning of the twentieth century. But does Rosa Luxemburg raise
the question as to what historical period Russia is passing through, or what are the
concrete features of the national question and the national movements of that

particular country in that particular period?

No. she does not! She says absolutely nothing about it! In her work you will not find
even the shadow of an analysis of how the national question stands in Russia in the
present historical period, or of the specific features of Russia in this particular
respect!

We are told that the national question in the Balkans is presented differently from
that in Ireland; that Marx appraised the Polish and Czech national movements in
the concrete conditions of 1848 in such and such a way (a page of excerpts from
Marx); that Engels appraised the struggle of the forest cantons of Switzerland
against Austria and the Battle of Morgarten which took place in 1315 in such and
such a way (a page of quotations from Engels with the appropriate comments from
Kautsky), that Lassalle regarded the peasant war in Germany of the sixteenth
century as reactionary, etc.

It cannot be said that these remarks and quotations have any novelty about them,
but at all events it is interesting for the reader to be occasionally reminded just how
Marx, Engels and Lassalle approached the analysis of concrete historical problems in
individual countries. And a perusal of these instructive quotations from Marx and
Engels reveals most strikingly the ridiculous position Rosa Luxemburg has placed
herself in. She preaches eloquently and angrily the need for a concrete historical
analysis of the national question in different countries at different times, but she
does not make the least attempt to determine what historical stage in the
development of capitalism Russia is passing through at the beginning of the
twentieth century, or what the specific features of the national question in this
country are. Rosa Luxemburg gives examples of how others have treated the
question in a Marxist fashion, as if deliberately stressing how often the road to hell
is paved with good intentions and how often good counsel covers up unwillingness
or inability to follow such advice in practice.

Here is one of her edifying comparisons. In protesting against the demand for the
independence of Poland, Rosa Luxemburg refers to a pamphlet she wrote in 1898,
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proving the rapid "industrial development of Poland", with the latter's
manufactured goods being marketed in Russia. Needless to say, no conclusion
whatever can be drawn from this on the question of the right to self-determination;
it only proves the disappearance of the old Poland of the landed gentry, etc. But
Rosa Luxemburg always passes on imperceptibly to the conclusion that among the
factors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely economic factors of modern
capitalist relations now predominate.

Then our Rosa proceeds to the question of autonomy, and though her article is
entitled "The National Question and Autonomy" in general, she begins to argue that
the Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right to autonomy (see Prosveshcheniye,
1913, No. 12. To support Poland's right to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently
judges the state system of Russia by her economic, political and sociological
characteristics and everyday life — a totality of features which, taken together,
produce the concept of "Asiatic despotism". (Przeglad No. 12, p. 137.)

It is generally known that this kind of state system possesses great stability
whenever completely patriarchal and pre-capitalist features predominate in the
economic system and where commodity production and class differentiation are
scarcely developed. However, if in a country whose state system is distinctly pre-
capitalist in character there exists a nationally demarcated region where capitalism
is rapidly developing, then the more rapidly that capitalism develops, the greater
will be the antagonism between it and the pre-capitalist state system, and the more
likely will be the separation of the progressive region from the whole — with which
it is connected, not by "modern capitalistic”, but by "Asiatically despotic" ties.

Thus, Rosa Luxemburg does not get her arguments to hang together even on the
qguestion of the social structure of the government in Russia with regard to
bourgeois Poland; as for the concrete, historical, specific features of the national
movements in Russia — she does not even raise that question.

That is a point we must now deal with.

4."Practicality” in the National Question

Rosa Luxemburg's argument that §9 of our Programme contains nothing "practical”
has been seized upon by the Opportunists. Rosa Luxemburg is so delighted with this
argument that in some parts of her article this "slogan" is repeated eight times on a
single page.

She writes: §9 "gives no practical lead on the day-by-day policy of the proletariat,
no practical solution of national problems".
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Let us examine this argument, which elsewhere is formulated in such a way that it
makes §9 look quite meaningless, or else commits us to support all national
aspirations.

What does the demand for "practicality" in the national question mean?

It means one of three things: support for all national aspirations; the answer "yes"
or "no" to the question of secession by any nation; or that national demands are in
general immediately "practicable".

Let us examine all three possible meanings of the demand for "practicality".

The bourgeoisie, which naturally assumes the leadership at the start of every
national movement, says that support for all national aspirations is practical.
However, the proletariat's policy in the national question (as in all others) supports
the bourgeoisie only in a certain direction, but it never coincides with the
bourgeoisie's policy. The working class supports the bourgeoisie only in order to
secure national peace (which the bourgeoisie cannot bring about completely and
which can be achieved only with complete democracy), in order to secure equal
rights and to create the best conditions for the class struggle. Therefore, it is in
opposition to the practicality of the bourgeoisie that the proletarians advance their
principles in the national question; they always give the bourgeoisie only conditional
support. What every bourgeoisie is out for in the national question is either
privileges for its own nation, or exceptional advantages for it; this is called being
"practical". The proletariat is opposed to all privileges, to all exclusiveness. To
demand that it should be "practical" means following the lead of the bourgeoisie,
falling into opportunism.

The demand for a "yes" or "no" reply to the question of secession in the case of
every nation may seem a very "practical” one. In reality it is absurd; it is
metaphysical in theory, while in practice it leads to subordinating the proletariat to
the bourgeoisie's policy. The bourgeoisie always places its national demands in the
forefront, and does so in categorical fashion. With the proletariat, however, these
demands are subordinated to the interests of the class struggle. Theoretically, you
cannot say in advance whether the bourgeois-democratic revolution will end in a
given nation seceding from another nation, or in its equality with the latter; in
either case, the important thing for the proletariat is to ensure the development of
its class. For the bourgeoisie it is important to hamper this development by pushing
the aims of its "own" nation before those of the proletariat. That is why the
proletariat confines itself, so to speak, to the negative demand for recognition of
the right to self-determination, without giving guarantees to any nation, and
without undertaking to give anything at the expense of another nation.
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This may not be "practical”, but it is in effect the best guarantee for the
achievement of the most democratic of all possible solutions. The proletariat needs
only such guarantees, whereas the bourgeoisie of every nation requires guarantees
for its own interest, regardless of the position of (or the possible disadvantages to)
other nations.

The bourgeoisie is most of all interested in the "feasibility" of a given demand —
hence the invariable policy of coming to terms with the bourgeoisie of other
nations, to the detriment of the proletariat. For the proletariat, however, the
important thing is to strengthen its class against the bourgeoisie and to educate the
masses in the spirit of consistent democracy and socialism.

This may not be "practical" as far as the opportunists are concerned, but it is the
only real guarantee, the guarantee of the greater national equality and peace,
despite the feudal landlords and the nationalist bourgeoisie.

The whole task of the proletarians in the national question is "unpractical" from the
standpoint of the nationalist bourgeoisie of every nation, because the proletarians,
opposed as they are to nationalism of every kind, demand "abstract" equality; they
demand, as a matter of principle, that there should be no privileges, however slight.
Failing to grasp this, Rosa Luxemburg, by her misguided eulogy of practicality, has
opened the door wide for the opportunists, and especially for opportunist
concessions to Great-Russian nationalism.

Why Great-Russian? Because the Great Russians in Russia are an oppressor nation,
and opportunism in the national question will of course find expression among
oppressed nations otherwise than among oppressor nations.

On the plea that its demands are "practical”, the bourgeoisie of the oppressed
nations will call upon the proletariat to support its aspirations unconditionally. The
most practical procedure is to say a plain "yes" in favour of the secession of a
particular nation rather than in favour of all nations having the right to secede!

The proletariat is opposed to such practicality. While recognising equality and equal
rights to a national state, it values above all and places foremost the alliance of the
proletarians of all nations, and assesses any national demand, any national
separation, from the angle of the workers' class struggle. This call for practicality is
in fact merely a call for uncritical acceptance of bourgeois aspirations.

By supporting the right to secession, we are told, you are supporting the bourgeois
nationalism of the oppressed nations. This is what Rosa Luxemburg says, and she is
echoed by Semkovsky, the opportunist, who incidentally is the only representative
of liquidationist ideas on this question, in the liquidationist newspaper!
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Our reply to this is: No, it is to the bourgeoisie that a "practical" solution of this
question is important. To the workers the important thing is to distinguish the
principles of the two trends. Insofar as the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation
fights the oppressor, we are always, in every case, and more strongly than anyone
else, in favour, for we are the staunchest and the most consistent enemies of
oppression. But insofar as the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation stands for its
own bourgeois nationalism, we stand against. We fight against the privileges and
violence of the oppressor nation, and do not in any way condone strivings for
privileges on the part of the oppressed nation.

If, in our political agitation, we fail to advance and advocate the slogan of the right
to secession, we shall play into the hands, not only of the bourgeoisie, but also of
the feudal landlords and the absolutism of the oppressor nation. Kautsky long ago
used this argument against Rosa Luxemburg, and the argument is indisputable.
When, in her anxiety not to "assist" the nationalist bourgeoisie of Poland, Rosa
Luxemburg rejects the right to secession in the programme of the Marxists in
Russia, she is in fact assisting the Great-Russian Black Hundreds. She is in fact
assisting opportunist tolerance of the privileges (and worse than privileges!) of the
Great Russians.

Carried away by the struggle against nationalism in Poland, Rosa Luxemburg has
forgotten the nationalism of the Great Russians, although it is this nationalism that
is the most formidable at the present time. It is a nationalism that is more feudal
than bourgeois, and is the principal obstacle to democracy and to the proletarian
struggle. The bourgeois nationalism of any oppressed nation has a general
democratic content that is directed against oppression, and it is this content that
we unconditionally support. At the same time we strictly distinguish it from the
tendency towards national exclusiveness; we fight against the tendency of the
Polish bourgeois to oppress the Jews, etc., etc.

This is "unpractical" from the standpoint of the bourgeois and the philistine, but it is
the only policy in the national question that is practical, based on principles, and
really promotes democracy, liberty and proletarian unity.

The recognition of the right to secession for all; the appraisal of each concrete
question of secession from the point of view of removing all inequality, all
privileges, and all exclusiveness.

Let us consider the position of an oppressor nation. Can a nation be free if it
oppresses other nations? It cannot. The interests of the freedom of the Great-
Russian populationm require a struggle against such oppression. The long,
centuries-old history of the suppression of the movements of the oppressed
nations, and the systematic propaganda in favour of such suppression coming from
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the "upper" classes have created enormous obstacles to the cause of freedom of
the Great-Russian people itself, in the form of prejudices, etc.

The Great-Russian Black Hundreds deliberately foster these prejudices and
encourage them. The Great-Russian bourgeoisie tolerates or condones them. The
Great-Russian proletariat cannot achieve its own aims or clear the road to its
freedom without systematically countering these prejudices.

In Russia, the creation of an independent national state remains, for the time being,
the privilege of the Great-Russian nation alone. We, the Great-Russian proletarians,
who defend no privileges whatever, do not defend this privilege either. We are
fighting on the ground of a definite state; we unite the workers of all nations living
in this state; we cannot vouch for any particular path of national development, for
we are marching to our class goal along all possible paths.

However, we cannot move towards that goal unless we combat all nationalism, and
uphold the equality of the various nations. Whether the Ukraine, for example, is
destined to form an independent state is a matter that will be determined by a
thousand unpredictable factors. Without attempting idle "guesses ", we firmly
uphold something that is beyond doubt: the right of the Ukraine to form such a
state. We respect this right; we do not uphold the privileges of Great Russians with
regard to Ukrainians; we educate the masses in the spirit of recognition of that
right, in the spirit of rejecting state privileges for any nation.

In the leaps which all nations have made in the period of bourgeois revolutions,
clashes and struggles over the right to a national state are possible and probable.
We proletarians declare in advance that we are opposed to Great-Russian
privileges, and this is what guides our entire propaganda and agitation.

In her quest for "practicality” Rosa Luxemburg has lost sight of the principal
practical task both of the Great-Russian proletariat and of the proletariat of other
nationalities: that of day-by-day agitation and propaganda against all state and
national privileges, and for the right, the equal right of all nations, to their national
state. This (at present) is our principal task in the national question, for only in this
way can we defend the interests of democracy and the alliance of all proletarians of
all nations on an equal footing.

This propaganda may be "unpractical” from the point of view of the Great-Russian
oppressors, as well as from the point of view of the bourgeoisie of the oppressed
nations (both demand a definite "yes" or "no", and accuse the Social-Democrats of
being "vague"). In reality it is this propaganda, and this propaganda alone, that
ensures the genuinely democratic, the genuinely socialist education of the masses.
This is the only propaganda to ensure the greatest chances of national peace in
Russia, should she remain a multi-national state, and the most peaceful (and for the
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proletarian class struggle, harmless) division into separate national states, should
the question of such a division arise.

To explain this policy — the only proletarian policy — in the national question more
concretely, we shall examine the attitude of Great-Russian liberalism towards the
"self-determination of nations", and the example of Norway's secession from
Sweden.

) A certain L. VI. [L. Vladimirov (pseudonym of M. K. Sheinfinkel) — a Social-Democrat.] in Paris
considers this word un-Marxist. This L. VI. is amusingly "superklug" (too clever by half). And "this
too-clever-by-half" L. VI. apparently intends to write an essay on the deletion of the words

"population”, "nation", etc., from our minimum programme (having in mind the class struggle!).

10. Conclusion

To sum up.

As far as the theory of Marxism in general is concerned, the question of the right to
self-determination presents no difficulty. No one can seriously question the London
resolution of 1896, or the fact that self-determination implies only the right to
secede, or that the formation of independent national states is the tendency in all
bourgeois-democratic revolutions.

A difficulty is to some extent created by the fact that in Russia the proletariat of
both the oppressed and oppressor nations are fighting, and must fight, side by side.
The task is to preserve the unity of the proletariat's class struggle for socialism, and
to resist all bourgeois and Black-Hundred nationalist influences. Where the
oppressed nations are concerned, the separate organisation of the proletariat as an
independent party sometimes leads to such a bitter struggle against local
nationalism that the perspective becomes distorted and the nationalism of the
oppressor nation is lost sight of.

But this distortion of perspective cannot last long. The experience of the joint
struggle waged by the proletarians of various nations has demonstrated all too
clearly that we must formulate political issues from the all-Russia, not the "Cracow"
point of view. And in all-Russia politics it is the Purishkeviches and the Kokoshkins
who are in the saddle. Their ideas predominate, and their persecution of non-
Russians for "separatism", for thinking about secession, is being preached and
practised in the Duma, in the schools, in the churches, in the barracks, and in
hundreds and thousands of newspapers. It is this Great-Russian nationalist poison
that is polluting the entire all-Russia political atmosphere. This is the misfortune of
one nation, which, by subjugating other nations, is strengthening reaction
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throughout Russia. The memories of 1849 and 1863 form a living political tradition,
which, unless great storms arise, threatens to hamper every democratic and
especially every Social-Democratic movement for decades to come.

There can be no doubt that however natural the point of view of certain Marxists
belonging to the oppressed nations (whose "misfortune" is sometimes that the
masses of the population are blinded by the idea of their "own" national liberation)
may appear at times, in reality the objective alignment of class forces in Russia
makes refusal to advocate the right to self-determination tantamount to the worst
opportunism, to the infection of the proletariat with the ideas of the Kokoshkins.
And these ideas are, essentially the ideas and the policy of the Purishkeviches.

Therefore, although Rosa Luxemburg's point of view could at first have been
excused as being specifically Polish, "Cracow" narrow-mindedness,"" it is
inexcusable today, when nationalism and, above all, governmental Great-Russian
nationalism, has everywhere gained ground, and when policy is being shaped by
this Great-Russian nationalism. In actual fact, it is being seized upon by the
opportunists of all nations, who fight shy of the idea of "storms" and "leaps",
believe that the bourgeois-democratic revolution is over, and follow in the wake of
the liberalism of the Kokoshkins.

Like any other nationalism, Great-Russian nationalism passes through various
phases, according to the classes that are dominant in the bourgeois country at any
given time. Up to 1905, we almost exclusively knew national reactionaries. After the
revolution, national-liberals arose in our country.

In our country this is virtually the stand adopted both by the Octobrists and by the
Cadets (Kokoshkin), i.e., by the whole of the present-day bourgeoisie.

Great-Russian national-democrats will inevitably appear later on. Mr. Peshekhonov,
one of the founders of the "Popular Socialist" Party, already expressed this point of
view (in the issue of Russkoye Bogatstvo for August 1906) when he called for
caution in regard to the peasants' nationalist prejudices. However much others may
slander us Bolsheviks and accuse us of "idealising" the peasant, we always have
made and always will make a clear distinction between peasant intelligence and
peasant prejudice, between peasant strivings for democracy and opposition to
Purishkevich, and the peasant desire to make peace with the priest and the
landlord.

Even now, and probably for a fairly long time to come, proletarian democracy must
reckon with the nationalism of the Great-Russian peasants (not with the object of
making concessions to it, but in order to combat it).(z) The awakening of nationalism
among the oppressed nations, which became so pronounced after 1905 (let us
recall, say, the group of "Federalist-Autonomists" in the First Duma, the growth of
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the Ukrainian movement, of the Moslem movement, etc.), will inevitably lead to
greater nationalism among the Great-Russian petty bourgeoisie in town and
countryside. The slower the democratisation of Russia, the more persistent, brutal
and bitter will be the national persecution and bickering among the bourgeoisie of
the various nations. The particularly reactionary nature of the Russian
Purishkeviches will simultaneously give rise to (and strengthen) "separatist"
tendencies among the various oppressed nationalities, which sometimes enjoy far
greater freedom in neighbouring states.

In this situation, the proletariat of Russia is faced with a twofold or, rather, a two-
sided task: to combat nationalism of every kind, above all, Great-Russian
nationalism; to recognise, not only fully equal rights for all nations in general, but
also equality of rights as regards polity, i.e., the right of nations to self-
determination, to secession. And at the same time, it is their task, in the interests of
a successful struggle against all and every kind of nationalism among all nations, to
preserve the unity of the proletarian struggle and the proletarian organisations,
amalgamating these organisations into a close-knit international association,
despite bourgeois strivings for national exclusiveness.

Complete equality of rights for all nations; the right of nations to self-
determination; the unity of the workers of all nations — such is the national
programme that Marxism, the experience of the whole world, and the experience
of Russia, teach the workers.

This article had been set up when | received No. 3 of Nasha Rabochaya Gazeta, in
which Mr. VI. Kossovsky writes the following about the recognition of the right of all
nations to self-determination:

"Taken mechanically from the resolution of the First Congress of the Party (1898),
which in turn had borrowed it from the decisions of international socialist
congresses, it was given, as is evident from the debate, the samf meaning at the
1903 Congress as was ascribed to it by the Socialist International, i.e., political self-
determination, the self-determination of nations in the field of political
independence. Thus the formula: national self-determination, which implies the
right to territorial separation, does not in any way affect the question of how
national relations within a given state organism should be regulated for
nationalities that cannot or have no desire to leave the existing state."

It is evident from this that Mr. VI. Kossovsky has seen the Minutes of the Second
Congress of 1903 and understands perfectly well the real (and only) meaning of the
term self-determination. Compare this with the fact that the editors of the Bund
newspaper Zeit let Mr. Liebman loose to scoff at the programme and to declare that
it is vague! Queer "party" ethics among these Bundists. . . . The Lord alone knows
why Kossovsky should declare that the Congress took over the principle of self-
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determination mechanically. Some people want to "object", but how, why, and for
what reason — they do not know.

™t is not difficult to understand that the recognition by the Marxists of the whole of Russia, and
first and foremost by the Great Russians, of the right of nations to secede in no way precludes
agitation against secession by Marxists of a particular oppressed nation, just as the recognition of
the right to divorce does not preclude agitation against divorce in a particular case. We think,
therefore, that there will be an inevitable increase in the number of Polish Marxists who laugh at
the non-existent "contradiction” now being "encouraged" by Semkovsky and Trotsky.

@ 1t would be interesting to trace the changes that take place in Polish nationalism, for example,
in the process of its transformation from gentry nationalism into bourgeois nationalism, and then
into peasant nationalism. In his book Das polnische Gemeinwesen im preussischen Staat (The
Polish Community in the Prussian State; there is a Russian translation), Ludwig Bernhard, who
shares the view of a German Kokoshkin, describes a very typical phenomenon: the formation of a
sort of "peasant republic" by the Poles in Germany in the form of a close alliance of the various
co-operatives and other associations of Polish peasants in their struggle for nationality, religion,
and "Polish" land. German oppression has welded the Poles together and segregated them, after
first awakening the nationalism of the gentry, then of the bourgeoisie, and finally of the peasant
masses (especially after the campaign the Germans launched in 1873 against the use of the Polish
language in schools). Things are moving in the same direction in Russia, and not only with regard
to Poland.

From: http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1914/self-det/index.htm
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